OVERVIEW OF FAMILY JUSTICE SYSTEM TRENDS FROM 1998 TO 2006
According to my latest survey, completed in late 2006, a significant increase in family court programs nationwide has occurred in a relatively short time period. This is particularly noteworthy due to the complexity of the justice system and the challenges involved in court reform.
In 1998, thirty-four states, or sixty-seven percent, had either statewide family courts, family courts in selected areas of the state, or pilot or planned family courts. By 2006, thirty-eight states had either statewide family courts, family courts in selected areas of the state, or pilot or planned family courts, representing seventy-five percent of states. The number of states without a specialized or separate system to handle family law matters decreased from seventeen states in 1998 to thirteen states in 2006.
I published my initial survey in 1998, the same year that the American Bar Association (ABA) convened the first "Summit on Unified Family Courts" in Philadelphia. The conference resulted from eighteen years of support by the ABA for unified family courts (UFCs). In 1980, the ABA committed to the position that each state should create UFCs. In 1993, the ABA recommended the establishment of UFCs in all jurisdictions. 9 Beginning in 1996, the ABA worked for three years with judges, lawyers, and family advocates to develop pilot UFCs in Markham, Illinois; Seattle, Washington; the District of Columbia; Atlanta, Georgia; Baltimore, Maryland; and the territory of Puerto Rico. The ABA's commitment to UFCs remained steadfast throughout the years. Most recently, in May 2007, the ABA co-hosted a second "Summit on Unified Family Courts" in Baltimore. 10 
HOW AMERICA'S COURTS PRESENTLY ADJUDICATE FAMILY LEGAL ISSUES
The term "family court" is subject to numerous interpretations. The simplest definition of a family court is a separate court, or a separate division of a state court of general jurisdiction, that exercises subject matter jurisdiction 11 over legal issues related to children and families. 12 A family court generally aims to resolve family law issues 13 effectively and efficiently so that the families make the fewest possible court appearances. 14 I believe that ultimately every jurisdiction should create a statewide UFC. I have written extensively about and advocated for the creation of UFCs, 15 consisting of the following components:
(a) a specialized court structure that is either a separate court, or a division or department of an existing court, and that is established at the same level and receives the same resources and support as a generalist court; (b) comprehensive subject matter jurisdiction over the full range of family law cases, including juvenile delinquency and child welfare; (c) a case management and case processing system that includes early and hands-on contact with each family law case; (d) a judicial assignment system that results in the family appearing before one judge for the completion of one case or before one case management team for subsequent court appearances;
(e) an array of court-supplied or court-connected social services to meet litigants' nonlegal needs that contribute to the exacerbation of family law problems; and (f) a user-friendly court that is accessible to all family law litigants, including the large volume of self-represented litigants. 16 In addition to these components, I have advocated that UFCs embrace the notions of therapeutic jurisprudence and an ecological, holistic approach to the family's problems. 17 In that vein, I have advocated that specially trained and interested judges address not only the legal issues, such as divorce, custody, child support, and domestic violence, but also that they consider the family's nonlegal needs, such as substance abuse, mental health issues, or domestic abuse. A therapeutic and ecological UFC model allows for the resolution of legal, personal, emotional, and social disputes with the aim of improving the well-being and functioning of families and children. 18 This current comprehensive national survey encompasses all forms of family courtsfrom UFCs embracing a therapeutic and ecological perspective, to courts that are family courts in name only and have no specialized systems in place, to courts operating pilot family courts.
As in 1998 and in 2002, I have conducted this survey to assess court practices and to chart the growth of family courts, however a jurisdiction defines its family court. The results, in Appendices A through D, show how each state's court system currently operates. Appendices E and F show how these family justice systems have evolved from 1998 to 2006.
The methodology to conduct this analysis involved a written survey, telephone interviews, and e-mail exchanges with court personnel in all fifty states and the District of Columbia. Summarizing the results consisted of the following: identifying for each jurisdiction which courts decide family law matters, understanding each system's goals by assessing how comprehensively the system defines family law matters, and determining each system's operation by describing judicial and case assignment methods in use for each jurisdiction. 19 
COURT STRUCTURES FOR FAMILY LAW DECISION MAKING
Nearly seventy-five percent of states have some form of family court. These courts are either statewide family courts, family courts in selected areas of the state, or pilot or planned family courts. The eight-percent increase in the number of states utilizing some type of family court system since 1998 reflects a substantial change, particularly considering the complexities of court reform. For example, even minor changes in court systems often involve judges, court personnel, attorneys, and clients, as well as legislative or court rulemaking input on occasion. As the current survey reveals, justice systems in only thirteen states operate without some form of family court, a decrease from the seventeen states without a family court reflected in the 1998 survey. 20 Another trend apparent in the eight-year period from 1998 to 2006 was a significant shift among the states in relation to the pervasiveness of family courts within a state. In 1998, only eleven states had a statewide family court. 21 At the end of 2006, fifteen jurisdictions in the United States handled family law matters for the entire jurisdiction within a separate family court or within a separate family division or department of an existing trial court, including the following: Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington, and West Virginia. 22 Between 1998 and 2006, the four states that implemented statewide family courts were Connecticut, Maine, Michigan, and West Virginia. 23 As of 2006, eighteen states-Alabama, California, Colorado, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Wisconsin-were managing family law cases within a separate family court or within a separate division or department of an existing trial court only in selected areas of the state. 24 A most significant change occurred in this category between 1998 and 2006, as California, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Minnesota, and New Hampshire implemented family courts in selected areas of these states. 25 California, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, and New Hampshire were operating pilot programs in the 1998 survey. 26 On the other hand, two states, Mississippi and Oklahoma, which had operated family courts in selected areas of the state in 1998, 27 were not continuing these courts as of 2006. 28 The number of states instituting pilot programs to handle family law matters also changed in the last eight years. As mentioned earlier, California, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, Minnesota, and New Hampshire operated pilot family court programs in 1998. These states established family court divisions or departments in selected areas of the state by 2006. 29 The state of Virginia, which operated a pilot family court program in 1998, 30 abandoned the family court model due to a lack of legislative funding. 31 In addition, Arizona, Indiana, North Carolina, and North Dakota, all of which had no specialized or separate system to handle family law matters in the 1998 survey, 32 initiated pilot family court programs by 2006. 33 At the conclusion of the 2006 survey, thirteen states did not have a specialized court system to handle family law issues, a decrease from the seventeen such states in 1998. In 1998, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia, and Wyoming did not have specialized or separate systems to determine family law issues. 34 These states processed their family law cases as part of the general civil trial docket. As of 2006, ten of those states-Alaska, Arkansas, Idaho, Iowa, Montana, Nebraska, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, and Wyoming-remained without a specialized family court system. 35 In addition, Virginia, which had a pilot program in 1998, 36 abandoned its family court program. 37 Mississippi and Oklahoma, which had family courts in selected areas of the state in 1998, 38 also eliminated family courts.
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FUNCTIONAL FEATURES OF FAMILY JUSTICE SYSTEMS
Subject Matter Jurisdiction
Of the thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia that now have some form of family court, twenty-four states and the District of Columbia assign their courts comprehensive subject matter jurisdiction. 40 This empowers the courts to decide a wide range of family legal issues and increases the courts' effectiveness in confronting such issues. These jurisdictions include the District of Columbia, Arizona, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin. 41 Four of the thirty-eight jurisdictions with some form of family court, Missouri, New Mexico, New York, and West Virginia, 42 limit subject matter jurisdiction. 43 The remaining nine states use various means to assign subject matter jurisdiction. These nine states are Alabama, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Ohio, and Texas.
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Length of Judges' Terms and Case Assignment Methods
The length of the term for a judge assigned to a family law docket in the thirty-eight jurisdictions with some form of family court runs the gamut from one year, as in Connecticut, to a life term, as in Massachusetts and New Hampshire. 45 Judges in the majority of these jurisdictions, a total of twenty-four, generally serve in the family court for a term ranging between two and ten years. 46 The method of assigning cases to judges also varies significantly, according to the 2006 survey. Of the thirty-eight jurisdictions that have some form of family court, twelve jurisdictions employ the "one judge-one family" method to assign cases; these jurisdictions are the District of Columbia, Arizona, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, and Wisconsin. 47 Five states currently utilize the "one judge-one case" method to assign family law cases. 
THE MOVEMENT TO EXPAND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF UFCs
Family justice system reform continues to gain momentum across the country, with increasing numbers of judges, court personnel, attorneys, and family law experts voicing support for the creation and expansion of UFCs.
At the ABA's 1998 "Summit on Unified Family Courts," representatives from thirty states attended the conference to discuss family justice system reform. 51 The Summit offered attendees information on how to structure, implement, and administer UFCs. After the conference, the ABA appointed a Coordinating Council on Unified Family Courts to oversee its work on family justice system reform.
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The commitment to implement and expand UFCs was evident again in May 2007, when the ABA and the University of Baltimore School of Law's Center for Families, Children and the Courts cosponsored the second "Summit on Unified Family Courts" in Baltimore. At the 2007 conference, participants from twenty-five states spent two days intensely focusing on UFCs and the pressing need to address family legal issues in a holistic and therapeutic manner. Through plenary and workshop sessions, the conference covered issues critical to the ongoing development of UFCs, including court services and accountability, standards and measures to assess UFCs, the critical need for judicial leadership and training, ways to establish a UFC, substance abuse and other nonlegal issues within UFCs, collaboration between the justice system and the community, and self-represented litigants. The sessions covered the continuum of UFC developmentfrom those courts at the early stages of development to those courts with well-established UFCs.
CONCLUSION
The need for court reform remains an urgent one, as family law cases continue to overburden and occupy a significant percentage of court dockets across the country. The percentages represent significant numbers of families who need the help that a UFC can offer. As such, it is critical for states to overhaul outdated and ineffective family justice systems. Many states have addressed these pressing needs by initiating some type of family justice system reform. Many other jurisdictions, however, still have failed to develop measures designed to ensure that their family justice systems are places to comprehensively and effectively resolve the legal and nonlegal problems of families and children.
While reforms in the past eight years in the structure of the nation's family justice systems are noteworthy and compelling, more change is necessary. We as a nation owe our families and children a place where justice is effective and efficient and where their legal, personal, emotional, and social needs are resolved in a therapeutic and holistic manner. Our citizens deserve nothing less. 40. Comprehensive subject matter jurisdiction is defined to include divorce, annulment, and property distribution; child custody and visitation; alimony and child support; paternity, adoption, and termination of parental rights; juvenile causes (juvenile delinquency, child abuse, and child neglect); domestic violence; criminal nonsupport; name change; guardianship of minors and disabled persons; and withholding or withdrawal of lifesustaining medical procedures, involuntary admissions, and emergency evaluations. Individual states may vary with regard to inclusion of particular subject matter jurisdictional areas. Any state defined to have comprehensive subject matter jurisdiction, however, has jurisdiction over a majority of the above subjects. Approximately twenty-one of Oregon's thirty-six courts bundle multiple cases involving a single family. Family law cases are handled differently by each county. Some courts have a special family law docket with assigned family law judges. Others do not and family law matters may be assigned to judges who also hear other types of matters. In March 2003, BeaLisa Sydlik conducted a statewide survey of which courts had a family court clerk, specialist, or coordinator to handle family court functions. According to the survey, fifteen courts reported having a family court clerk; seven courts reported having a family court coordinator, although several courts reported that an individual, who is not called a "coordinator," performed duties such as coordinating parent education classes and mediation. One court has a "family court advocate," with duties similar to a family court coordinator. Twenty-one courts bundle family law cases. The types of cases bundled together vary from county to county, but the most common types bundled were dissolution/annulment/separation, custody, FAPA restraining orders, and juvenile. 20, 2005) . 7 An individual assigned to serve as a judge of the family court of the superior court will serve for a term of five years. After the term of service expires, the judge may request to be assigned for additional service on the family court with the approval of the chief judge. At the request of the judge and approval of the chief judge, a judge may serve on the family court for the judge's entire term of service as a 12 The family court project has not addressed whether to assign specific judges to family law cases. By statute, judges in some counties are limited in jurisdiction, while some judges have the authority to hear all types of cases. Some counties establish by local rules that one or more judges will hear particular types of juvenile or family law matters, and those types of cases may only be filed in those courts. Judges serve six-year terms in the circuit and superior courts, and courts generally do not rotate judges among case types. Ind. 
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